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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 (JSC § 102 
The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

Claims 1, 4, 9, 1 1, 12, 17-19, and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Mendenhall et al., United State Patent number 5,812,760, published September 
22, 1998. 

As per claim 1, Mendenhall discloses a fault tolerant graphics controller comprising: an 
error code generator that receives graphics command codes, the error code generator configured 
to generate an error code for each graphics command code received (Mendenhall, col. 6, lines 
11-14, where the bitstream includes the graphic command codes and the error codes are the flag 
indicators); a frame buffer for storing graphics data and graphics commands, including the error 
codes generated by the error code generator (Mendenhall, col. 8, lines 53-57, where the data is 
all transmitted on to the video frame buffer); an error code decoder connected between the frame 
buffer and the graphics controller and configured to determine from a command code and its 
associated error code whether or not there is an error in the command code and to provide an 
indication thereof (Mendenhall, col. 8, lines 57-61, where the data errors are decoded in transit 
and indicated when detected); and a graphics controller for executing the graphics command 
codes to display the graphics data (Mendenhall, col. 8, lines 53-55, where the purpose of the 
video buffer is to display the bitstream info as graphics). 
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As per claim 4, Mendenhall discloses a fault tolerant graphics controller as recited in 
claim 1 , wherein the error code generator receives data associated with graphics commands and 
is further configured to generate an error code for graphics data received (Mendenhall, col. 6 5 
lines 11-14, where the bitstream info checked would include commands and graphics data as 
well); and wherein the error code decoder is configured to determine from graphics data and its 
associated error code whether or not there is an error in the graphics data and to provide an 
indication thereof (Mendenhall, col. 8, lines 57-61). 

As per claim 9, Mendenhall discloses a fault tolerant graphics controller as recited in 
claim 1 , further comprising an interrupt and status controller, connected to the error code 
decoder, the interrupt and status controller configured to generate an interrupt or error status to a . 
computer system hosting the graphics controller in response to the error indication from the error 
code decoder (Mendenhall, col. 6, lines 21-28). 

As per claim 1 1 , Mendenhall discloses a fault tolerant graphics controller as recited in 
claim 1, further comprising a flush-command controller connected to the error code decoder, the 
flush-command controller configured to flush command codes with errors from the graphics 
controller in response to the error indication (Mendenhall, col. 8, lines 57-61, where the byte 
removal acts as a flush command to remove erroneous codes). 

As per claim 12, Mendenhall discloses a fault tolerant graphics controller as recited in 
claim 11, wherein the flush-command controller is configured to flush data associated with any 
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erroneous command that is flushed (Mendenhall, col. 8, lines 57-61, where all erroneous bytes 
are flushed). 

As per claim 17, Mendenhall discloses a method for processing graphics commands, 
comprising: receiving a graphics command code; generating an error code for the graphics 
command code (Mendenhall, col. 6, lines 11-14, where the bitstream includes the graphic 
command codes and the error codes are the flag indicators); storing the graphics command code 
and its associated error code in a frame buffer configured to store graphics command codes and 
graphics data (Mendenhall, col. 8, lines 53-57, where the data is all sent on to the video frame 
buffer); accessing the frame buffer for the graphics command code and obtaining its associated 
error code; determining from the graphics command code and its associated error code whether 
there is an error in the graphics command code and providing an indication thereof (Mendenhall, 
col. 8, lines 57-61, where data errors are decoded and an indication is provided in the flag 
values); executing the graphics commands to display the graphics data (Mendenhall, col. 8, lines 
53-55, where the purpose of the video buffer is to display the bitstream information as graphics 
data). 

As per claim 18, Mendenhall further discloses a method for processing graphics 
commands, as recited in claim 17, further comprising: receiving graphics data; generating an 
error code for graphics data (Mendenhall, col. 6, lines 11-14, where all bitstream info is checked, 
which would include both the commands and the graphics data); storing the graphics data in the 
frame buffer; accessing the frame buffer for the graphics data and obtaining its associated error 
code (Mendenhall, col. 8, lines 53-57, where the data is eventually sent to the frame buffer where 
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it can be further accessed); and determining from the graphics data and its associated error code 
whether there is an error in the graphics data and providing an indication thereof (Mendenhall, 
col. 8, lines 57-61, where the data errors are determined and indications are provided in the 
flags). 

As per claim 19, Mendenhall further discloses a method for processing graphics 
commands, as recited in claim 17, further comprising generating an interrupt or error status in 
response to an error indication (Mendenhall, col.; 6, lines 21-28). 

As per claim 21, Mendenhall further discloses a method for processing graphics 
commands, as recited in claim 17, further comprising preventing the execution of command 
codes in response to an error indication (Mendenhall, col. 8, lines 57-61, where the byte removal 
acts to prevent execution of the command). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 8 5 10, 13 5 14, 20, and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Mendenhall in view of Brown et al., United States Patent number 6,675,345, 
file May 12, 2000. 

As per claim 8, Mendenhall discloses a fault tolerant graphics controller as recited in 
claim 1 , however Mendenhall fails to disclose the error code detector determining that an error is 
correctable, and further correcting the error. 

Brown discloses determining that a detected error in the command code is correctable 
and the decoder is further configured to correct the error in the command code (Brown, col. 2, 
lines 50-57). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to include 
the correction capabilities of Brown in the system of Mendenhall. This would have been obvious 
because both inventions deal with processing errors in graphics streams (Mendenhall, col. 1, 
lines 5-8 and Brown, col. 1, lines 6-11). Mendenhall further discloses a desire to allow for 
programmable error handling (Mendenhall, col. 2, lines 28-30), such as that which Brown 
supplies in an error processing system that includes correctable errors (Brown, col. 2, lines 50- 
56). It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to provide 
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the benefits of the error correction of Brown, while still utilizing the more extreme measures of 
Mendenhall when an error is found to be uncorrectable and the error status remains active. 

As per claim 10, Mendenhall discloses a fault tolerant graphics controller as recited in 
claim 1 , further comprising an interrupt and status controller connected to the error code decoder, 
the interrupt and status controller configured to generate an interrupt or error status to a computer 
' hosting the graphics controller in response to an error status (Mendenhall, col. 6, lines 21-28). 
Mendenhall fails to disclose the interrupt is only utilized in response to an error indication that 
the error is uncorrectable. 

Brown discloses determining if an error is correctable, and forwarding an error status 
when an error is uncorrectable (Brown„col. 2, lines 50-57). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to include 
the correction capabilities of Brown in the system of Mendenhall. This would have been obvious 
because both inventions deal with processing errors in graphics streams (Mendenhall, col. 1, 
lines 5-8 and Brown, col. 1, lines 6-11). Mendenhall further discloses a desire to allow for 
programmable error handling (Mendenhall, col. 2, lines 28-30), such as that which Brown 
supplies in an error processing system that includes correctable errors (Brown, col. 2, lines 50- 
56). It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to provide 
the benefits of the error correction of Brown, while still utilizing the more extreme measures of 
Mendenhall when an error is found to be uncorrectable and the error status remains active. 
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As per claim 13, Mendenhall discloses a fault tolerant graphics controller as recited in 
claim 1 , further comprising a flush-command controller connected to the error code decoder, the 
flush-command controller configured to flush command codes with errors from the graphics 
controller in response to an error indication (Mendenhall, col. 8, lines 57-61, where the byte 
removal acts as a flush command to remove erroneous codes). Mendenhall fails to disclose that 
the flush is only utilized in response to an error indication that the error is uncorrectable. 

Brown discloses determining if an error is correctable, and forwarding an error status 
when an error is uncorrectable (Brown, col. 2, lines 50-57). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to include 
the correction capabilities of Brown in the system of Mendenhall. This would have been obvious 
because both inventions deal with processing errors in graphics streams (Mendenhall, col. 1, 
lines 5-8 and Brown, col. 1, lines 6-11). Mendenhall further discloses a desire to allow for 
programmable error handling (Mendenhall, col. 2, lines 28-30), such as that which Brown 
supplies in an error processing system that includes correctable errors (Brown, col. 2, lines 50- 
56). It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to provide 
the benefits of the error correction of Brown, while still utilizing the more extreme measures of 
Mendenhall when an error is found to be uncorrectable and the error status remains active. 

As per claim 14, Mendenhall and Brown further disclose a fault tolerant graphics 
controller as recited in claim 13, wherein the flush-command controller is configured to flush 
data associated with any erroneous command that is flushed (Mendenhall, col. 8, lines 57-61, 
where all erroneous bytes are flushed). 
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As per claim 20, Mendenhall discloses a method for processing graphics commands as 
recited in claim 17, further comprising generating an interrupt or error status in response to an 
error indication (Mendenhall, col. 6, lines 21-28). Mendenhall fails to disclose the interrupt is 
only utilized in response to an error indication that the error is uncorrectable. 

Brown discloses determining if an error is correctable, and forwarding an error status 
when an error is uncorrectable (Brown, col. 2, lines 50-57). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to include 
the correction capabilities of Brown in the system of Mendenhall. This would have been obvious 
because both inventions deal with processing errors in graphics streams (Mendenhall, col. 1, 
lines 5-8 and Brown, col. 1, lines 6-11). Mendenhall further discloses a desire to allow for 
programmable error handling (Mendenhall, col. 2, lines 28-30), such as that which Brown 
supplies in an error processing system that includes correctable errors (Brown, col. 2, lines 50- 
56). It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to provide 
the benefits of the error correction of Brown, while still utilizing the more extreme measures of 
Mendenhall when an error is found to be uncorrectable and the error status remains active. 

As per claim 22, Mendenhall discloses a method for processing graphics commands, as 
recited in claim 17, further preventing the execution of command codes in response to an error 
indication when (Mendenhall, col. 8, lines 57-61, where the byte removal acts to prevent the 
execution of the command). Mendenhall fails to disclose that the prevention is only utilized in 
response to an error indication that the error is uncorrectable. 
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Brown discloses determining if an error is correctable, and forwarding an error status 
when an error is uncorrectable (Brown, col. 2, lines 50-57). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to include 
the correction capabilities of Brown in the system of Mendenhall. This would have been obvious 
because both inventions deal with processing errors in graphics streams (Mendenhall, col. 1, 
lines 5-8 and Brown, col. 1, lines 6-11). Mendenhall further discloses a desire to allow for 
programmable error handling (Mendenhall, col. 2, lines 28-30), such as that which Brown 
supplies in an error processing system that includes correctable errors (Brown, col. 2, lines 50- 
56). It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to provide 
the benefits of the error correction of Brown, while still utilizing the more extreme measures of 
Mendenhall when an error is found to be uncorrectable and the error status remains active. 
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Claims 15 and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Mendenhall in view of Abe, Japanese Patent number 4-287243, English language abstract, 
published October 12, 1992. 

As per claim 15, Mendenhall discloses a fault tolerant graphics controller as recited in 
claim 1 that includes a buffer containing multiple data entries for sequential graphics commands 
(Mendenhall, col. 4, lines 3-7). However Mendenhall fails to disclose storing commands 
bordering the error detection. 

Abe discloses the use of a store-command controller connected to the error code decoder, 
the store-command controller configured to store command codes before and after the command 
code determined to have an error in response to the error indication (Abe, CONSTITUTION, 
where the commands before are recorded and the status of the variables in memory are 
recorded). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to use the 
error logging of Abe in the invention of Mendenhall. This would have been obvious because 
both Mendenhall and Abe deal with processing errors in data streams (Mendenhall, col. 1, lines 
5-8 and Abe, CONSTITUTION). Mendenhall further discloses having programmable error 
handling (Mendenhall, col. 2, lines 28-30), which could include systems like the logging of Abe. 
The logging of Abe provides the obvious benefit of increasing reliability by analyzing past 
command information, as well as current variable information, where the variable information 
would include any information stored in the buffer of Mendenhall, including subsequent 
command information. 
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As per claim 23, Mendenhall discloses a method for processing graphics commands, as 
recited in claim 17 that includes a buffer containing multiple data entries for sequential graphics 
commands (Mendenhall, col. 4, lines 3-7). However Mendenhall fails to disclose storing 
commands bordering the error detection. 

Abe discloses the use of a store-command controller connected to the error code decoder, 
the store-command controller configured to store command codes before and after the command 
code determined to have an error in response to the error indication (Abe, CONSTITUTION, 
where the commands before are recorded and the status of the variables in memory are 
recorded). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to use the 
error logging of Abe in the invention of Mendenhall. This would have been obvious because 
both Mendenhall and Abe deal with processing errors in data streams (Mendenhall, col. 1, lines 
5-8 and Abe, CONSTITUTION). Mendenhall further discloses having programmable error 
handling (Mendenhall, col. 2, lines 28-30), which could include systems like the logging of Abe. 
The logging of Abe provides the obvious benefit of increasing reliability by analyzing past 
command information, as well as current variable information, where the variable information 
would include any information stored in the buffer of Mendenhall, including subsequent 
command information. 
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Claims 16 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Mendenhall in view of Abe, in further view of Brown. 

As per claim 16, Mendenhall discloses a fault tolerant graphics controller as recited in 
claim 1 that includes a buffer containing multiple data entries for sequential graphics commands 
(Mendenhall, col. 4, lines 3-7). However Mendenhall fails to disclose storing commands 
bordering the error detection and detecting the error is uncorrectable before handling. 

Abe discloses the use of a store-command controller connected to the error code decoder, 
the store-command controller configured to store command codes before and after the command 
code determined to have an error in response to the error indication (Abe, CONSTITUTION, 
where the commands before are recorded and the status of the variables in memory are 
recorded). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to use the 
error logging of Abe in the invention of Mendenhall. This would have been obvious because 
both Mendenhall and Abe deal with processing errors in data streams (Mendenhall, col. 1, lines 
5-8 and Abe, CONSTITUTION). Mendenhall further discloses having programmable error 
handling (Mendenhall, col. 2, lines 28-30), which could include systems like the logging of Abe. 
The logging of Abe provides the obvious benefit of increasing reliability by analyzing past 
command information, as well as current variable information, where the variable information 
would include any information stored in the buffer of Mendenhall, including subsequent 
command information. Mendenhall and Abe fail to disclose detecting that the error is 
uncorrectable before executing the error handling. 
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Brown discloses determining if an error is correctable, and forwarding an error status 
when an error is uncorrectable (Brown, col. 2, lines 50-57). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to include 
the correction capabilities of Brown in the system of Mendenhall. This would have been obvious 
because both inventions deal with processing errors in graphics streams (Mendenhall, col. 1, 
lines 5-8 and Brown, col. 1, lines 6-11). Mendenhall further discloses a desire to allow for 
programmable error handling (Mendenhall, col. 2, lines 28-30), such as that which Brown 
supplies in an error processing system that includes correctable errors (Brown, col. 2, lines 50- 
56). It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to provide 
the benefits of the error correction of Brown, while still utilizing the more extreme measures of 
Mendenhall when an error is found to be uncorrectable and the error status remains active. 

As per claim pff, Mendenhall discloses a method for processing graphics commands, as 
recited in claim 17 that includes a buffer containing multiple data entries for sequential graphics 
commands (Mendenhall, col. 4, lines 3-7). However Mendenhall fails to disclose storing 
commands bordering the error detection and detecting the error is uncorrectable before handling. 

Abe discloses the use of a store-command controller connected to the error code decoder, 
the store-command controller configured to store command codes before and after the command 
code determined to have an error in response to the error indication (Abe, CONSTITUTION, 
where the commands before are recorded and the status of the variables in memory are 
recorded). 
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It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to use the 
error logging of Abe in the invention of Mendenhall. This would have been obvious because 
both Mendenhall and Abe deal with processing errors in data streams (Mendenhall, col. .1, lines 
5-8 and Abe, CONSTITUTION). Mendenhall further discloses having programmable error 
handling (Mendenhall, col. 2, lines 28-30), which could include systems like the logging of Abe. 
The logging of Abe provides the obvious benefit of increasing reliability by analyzing past 
command information, as well as current variable information, where the variable information 
would include any information stored in the buffer of Mendenhall, including subsequent 
command information. Mendenhall and Abe fail to disclose detecting that the error is 
uncorrectable before executing the error handling. 

Brown discloses determining if an error is correctable, and forwarding an error status 
when an error is uncorrectable (Brown, col. 2, lines 50-57). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to include 
the correction capabilities of Brown in the system of Mendenhall. This would have been obvious 
because both inventions deal with processing errors in graphics streams (Mendenhall, col. 1, 
lines 5-8 and Brown, col. 1, lines 6-11). Mendenhall further discloses a desire to allow for 
programmable error handling (Mendenhall, col. 2, lines 28-30), such as that which Brown 
supplies in an error processing system that includes correctable errors (Brown, col. 2, lines 50- 
56). It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to provide 
the benefits of the error correction of Brown, while still utilizing the more extreme measures of 
Mendenhall when an error is found to be uncorrectable and the error status remains active. 
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Alio wable Subject Matter 

Claims 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 25, and 26 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base 
claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of 
the base claim and any intervening claims. 



The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure is provided on form PTO-892. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Joshua A. Lohn whose telephone number is (571) 272-3661 . The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8-4. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Scott Baderman can be reached on (571) 272-3644. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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